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 This project is a preliminary study seeking to fill a gap in the literature about 
the accessibility and availability of services and facilities for genderqueer 
individuals on U.S. university and college campuses.
 With the sudden increase in the number of individuals publicly identifying 
with genderqueer and/or intersex identities and the paucity of literature on 
this topic from the last five years, investigating the impacts of proposed 
policy solutions becomes even more vital (Donatone and Rachlin 2013; 
Beemyn 2005 ).
 “Genderqueer” is defined here as individuals who identify as transgender, 
transsexual, nonbinary, gender non-conforming, agender, third gender, 
intersex, two spirit, and/or other non-dyadic gender identities outside of the 
traditional gender binary.
 University and college campuses in the United States function as a window 
through which we can examine the attitudes about and resources for gender-
inclusive protections, services, and facilities in the wider community (Kane 
2013).
 Institutions and their policies are constrained by, and constrain individuals 
within, the gender binary and assume that gender, sex, and sexual orientation 
are binary, inherent, natural, static, and interconnected (Risman and Davis, 
2013).
 Genderqueer individuals have always utilized the same public facilities and 
services as their cisgender counterparts regardless of whether or not 
individuals or the public were aware of this, and limiting access to public 
facilities restrict one’s daily activities and can negatively affect one’s health 
(Katz 1990; Cavanagh 2010; Anthony and Dufresne 2009 ).
 In this study we focus on four major themes: availability of LGBTQQIA+ 
organizations and/or programs of study, inclusion or accommodation of 
genderqueer individuals in sex-segregated facilities (e.g. bathrooms, locker 
rooms, on-campus housing), availability of information about the process of 
changing one’s name and/or gender marker in the institution’s records, and 
the availability of transition-inclusive health care and psychiatric counselling 
on campus.
 Are there student organizations and/or support centers on campus to provide 
resources and networking and to advocate for inclusivity?
 Are there clearly delineated policies for changing one’s name and/or gender 
marker? Is this information made readily available?
 Are there accessible, inclusive, sufficient, and safe facilities and health 
services available for students, staff, and faculty on these university and 
college campuses?
 How is this affected by the school’s geographic location, if at all?
 We chose to conduct a content analysis of the web pages of eight randomly 
selected colleges and universities that would theoretically give us a small but 
representative picture of the current policies across the country.
 Utilizing the most recent online listing of the top 250 public and private 
colleges and universities in the U.S. from Forbes.com
(http://www.forbes.com/top-colleges/list/#tab:rank), we categorized the 
schools into four groups based on their local time zones and conducted a 
stratified random sample by choosing two schools from each time zone by 
using a random number generator (Random.org).
• 1-No facilities/services or no information available on the institution’s website.
• 2-Some facilities/services available and listed on institution’s website.
• 3-Extensive facilities/services available
• Exc.-Specifically excluded.
Key:
 The University of California at Berkeley and University of California at Santa 
Barbara had significantly more student organizations (37 and 13, respectively) 
than any of the other campuses did, and lack of support organizations may 
discourage genderqueer students from attending these universities and advocating 
for policy changes (Kane 2013).
 While all campuses except the University of Dayton had some form of inclusive 
restroom facilities, accessibility due to placement and number was a problem at 
all schools except North Carolina State University and the University of Utah.
 University of California at Berkeley was the only school to mention locker rooms 
on its web page, pointing to a potential problem with equal accessibility.
 Only three schools mentioned gender-inclusive housing placement, and the only 
information given was that it was possible to apply for this program. Simply 
having a protocol to follow for genderqueer individuals who request to live on 
campus leaves out all of the pertinent details about the structure, requirements, 
risks, and problems of that particular housing plan (Beemyn 2005).
 Most schools examined in this study require legal documentation to change 
students’ names and gender markers in their official records. Additionally, some 
states continue to refuse gender marker changes on official documents even if the 
individual no longer resides in that state, which can legally prevent students from 
solving a stressful and potentially harmful issue that a simple nicknaming feature 
could eradicate (Beemyn 2005).
 Requiring legal documents also excludes all individuals who identify with a non-
dyadic gender, as only three individuals in the U.S. have petitioned and won the 
right to use a gender outside of the female/male binary on their official 
documents (Segal 2016).
 University of California at Santa Barbara and Berkeley have comprehensive, 
inclusive health care and psychiatric services on campus and cover all transition-
related services. However, no other universities mentioned inclusive health care 
services, even though all except University of Dayton offer student health 
insurance. Most other schools also made no mention of counselling services, and 
those who did referred to intermittent group counselling sessions for everyone in 
the LGBTQQIA+ community.
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 The findings from this exploratory study show that some campuses still 
lack student resource centers to connect individuals to the information 
and services they need, inclusive facilities and policies, and/or 
comprehensive health care and counseling.
 Furthering the problem is that the schools we found that had the fewest 
inclusive policies and facilities were the same schools that lacked 
student organizations and support groups which would allow the growth 
of networking necessary to spur campus activism to confront these 
issues.
 Conversely, the schools with the highest number of inclusive student 
organizations and support groups also had more inclusive, more 
numerous, and more accessible policies, facilities, and services.
 Although we cannot draw any generalizable conclusions from a sample 
of eight schools, this research gives us an overview of whether 
universities and colleges have implemented suggestions from previous 
literature and delineates topics for further study.
 Additional research needs to be conducted on the availability of policies 
to change individuals’ names and gender markers both formally and 
informally, as well as how restrictive state policies on document changes 
affect individuals’ access to health care and other services, and 
interpersonal and institutional interactions.
 As state laws and insurance guidelines change, more research needs to 
be conducted on the availability and limitations on insurance coverage 
and the accessibility of gender-affirming and transition-related health 
care and counselling.
 There is little research on the availability of gender-inclusive on-campus 
housing and the benefits and problems with different housing policies, 
including student satisfaction and cost and privacy protections.
	 Programs Orgs	and	Centers Restrooms Housing Name/Gender	Marker Counseling Health	Care Insurance
North	Carolina	State	University 2 3 3	(84	facilities) 2 2 2 1 1
University	of	Dayton 2 2 1	(No	info.) 1 1 1 1 N/A
Auburn	University 2 2 2	(Limited	Info.) 1 1 2 1 1
Missouri	Uni.	of	Science	and	Technology 1 3 2	(9	facilities) 1 3 2 1 1
Colorado	School	of	Mines 1 1 2	(Limited	info.) 3 2 1 1 1	(Exc.)
University	of	Utah 3 3 3	(57	facilities) 3 2 2 1 1	(Exc.)
University	of	California	at	Berkeley 3 3 3	(37	facilities) 3 2 3 3 3
University	of	California	at	Santa	Barbara 3 3 2	(Limited	info.) 3 2 3 3 3
